
AD'-A270 237 Z

DTIC
ELECT

N ~OCT 0 61993

O FF IC E OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

CONGSRESSIONAL REQUEST FOR AUDIT OF
QUARTERS 7 AT FORT MYER AND OTNER

GENERAL AND FLAG OFFICERS' QUARTERS

xRept Number 93-MO0 November 6,1992

IThis doctmcnt has been appvo~d
for public zeiease ~and sale its

Department of Defense

~~~~ 7I93-23380



N 0 T L C E

This document has been reproduced from

the best copy available. Although it

is recognized that certain portions are

illegible, it is being released in the

intevest of making available as much

information as possible. Acces,,• •i. F

NTIS CRAMI
NTiC TAB

B y . . . . .. ... ................. ...........7

S• . 't" •. M,*By

Sl I



'II

2%4 following amuyus are used in this zepz.

A? 8 .................... . .................... Air Force Base
AP ............................................ Air Force =et
A R ......................... ......... Azy A egulations
GM ........ o ........ . . . .. .General Ahccontizrg office
GFOQ ................ General and Flog off itrtws
DV ..... ....... . ...... Distinquilibed Visitors*' Quarters
IRAC .... ... .Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning
LIIP ........................... Lin Ztem ZLprovesmnt "ranr

NC~ .................. *- ... . .. .. ... .National Capital Region
OPHAVINST ..... Office of the Chief of Naval "perations Instruction
PDD ....................................... Program s t Decision



INSPECTOR GENERAL
oSPASrWg"T or DeFENse.

400 ARMY %AVY "RIv9

A;.JOSON. VIMOINIA aaaoaa2e-4

November 6, 1992

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PRODUCTION
AND LOGISTICS)

COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
ASSISTANT SECILETARY OF TH7 NAVY (FINANCIAL

MANAGEMENT)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OP THE AIR FORCE (FINANUCIAL

MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER)
INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SUBJECT: Congressional Request for Audit of Quarters 7 at Fort
Myer and Other General and Flag Officers' Quarters
(Report No. 93-020)

We are providing this report for your information and use.
We performed the audit at the request of Senator WilliaA V. Roth,
Jr., who asked that we look into the renovations of Quarters 7 at
Fort Myer and that a sample be taken of similar general and flag
officers' quarters. The Senator also requested that we determine
whether spouses of general and flag officers were involved in the
Government decisionmaking process for renovating and furnishing
these quarters.

A draft of this report was issued on September 11, 1992.
Management comments were not required and none were received.
Comments are also not required for this report. If you wish to
comment, please do so by December 7, 1992.

If you have any questions on this audit, please contact
Mr. Wayne Million, Program Direztor at (703) 692-2991
(DSN 222-2991). The planned distribution of this report is
listed in Appendix C. We appreciate the courtesies extended to
the audit staff.

RoLrt ibran
Assistant Inspector General

for Auditing

cc:
Secretary of the Army
Secretary of the Navy
Secretary of the Air Force
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Offico of the Zuepector senoral, DoD

Audit Report No. 93-020 toVeumber 4, 1994
(Project go. XCO-5007.01)

In CONGRRBSZONL IRtOURST
FOR AUDIT Or OVU)tTMRS 7 Al FOR? ETI'

AnD OTIIR GMIERRAL MND FLAG OYFIICR OUARhTBR

introduction. ThI.s audit is the result of a conqressional
request from Senator William V. Roth, Jr., to review the cost of
renovating Quarters 7 on Fort Myer, Virginia, and to revlew a
sample of similar quarters. Senator Roth was concerned about the
process of who determined the need for improvements and whether
the improvements were more extensive than necessary. The Army
spent $199,591 in FY 1990 to renovate Quarters 7 for use by the
Air Force Chief of Staff.

Since 1984, Congress has required DoD to submit a detailed budget
justification for maintenance and repair projects for General and
Flag Officers' Quarters (GFOQ). To control expenditures for
these high-cost units, Congress required that the total
expenditures for maintenance and repair on each GFOQ be limited
to $25,000 per year unless specifically included in the annual
budget justification. In addition, DoD must notify Congress when
maintenance and repair costs for a unit will exceed the amount in
the approved budget by the lesser of 25 percent or $5,000, or
when the $25,000 threshold will be exceeded for a unit that was
not identified in the budget. For FYs 1988 through 1990, DoD
expended $56 million in maintenance, repair, and improvements for
GFOQ. In FY 1990, DoD operated 990 GFOQ, of which 137 were
located in the National Capital Region.

Objectives. The objectives of this audit were to validate the
cost of the renovation of Quarters 7 at Fort Myer, validate costs
for a sample of other similar quarters, and review the decision
process on the need for and extent of the improvements for GFOQ.

audit Results. We found no problems with the renovation of
Quarters 7 at Fort Myer or 11 similar quarters within the
National Capital Region. Improvements to the GFOQ were properly
planned and approved by appropriate Government personnel.

Internal Controls. No material internal control weaknesses were
identified. See Part I for details on our internal control
review.

Management Conments. Management comments are not required.
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The Inspector General, DoD, received a request dated
September 20, 1990, from Senator William V. Roth, Jr., (Appendix
A) to audit the renovation cost of Quarters 7 at Fort Myer,
Virginia. and to sample other similar quarters. On February 1,
1991, GAO announced its review of the renovation costs for
General and Flag Officers' Quarters (GFOQ) and Distinguished
Visitors Quarters (DVQ) at Bolling Air Force Base (APB) in
response to a request from Senator Sam Nunn. However, to
preclude duplication, GAO requested that the Inspector General,
DoD, include Bolling A5B in the Fort Myer audit in order to
addresa similar concerns expressed by Senator Nunn. The
Inspector General, DoD, agreed to review the potential for these
allegations at Army, Navy, and Air Force installations within the
National Capital Region (NCR).

This report only discusses the results of our review of the
renovation cost of Quarters 7 at Fort Myer and at other similar
quarters per Senator Roth's request. Our review of quarters at
Bolling AFB, per Senator Nunn's request, will be issued in a
separate report (Project No. 1CG-5007.02) ; our review of the
renovation costs of DVQ at Fort Myer will also be issued in a
separate report (Project No. 1CG-5007.00).

vackaround

General and Flag Officers' Quarters are Government-provided
quarters for officerr with the rank of brigadier general (0-7)
and above. General policy in the Military Departments is that
GFOQ are to be maintained in an excellent state of repair,
commensurate with the ranx of the occupant and the age and
historic significance of the building. Accordingly, GFOQ are the
most expensive family housing units in DoD. The age, size, and
historic and architectural significance of GFOQ tend to escalate
their operation and maintenance costs.

Since 1984, Congress has required DoD to submit a detailed budget
justification for maintenance and repair projects for each GFOQ.
To control expenditures for these high-cost dwellings, Congress
required that the total amount of all obligations for maintenance
and repair on each GFOQ be limited to $25,000 per year unless
specifically included in the annual budget justification. In
addition, Congress must be notified when maintenance and repair
costs for a unit will exceed the budget submission by the lesser
of 25 percent or $5,000. Congress must also be notified when the
$25,000 threshold will be exceeded for a unit not requested in
the budget. Funding for GFOQ is included as part of the Family
Housing Defense appropriation. For FYs 1988 through 1990, DoD
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expended $56 million in maintenance, repair, and improvements for
GFOQ. In FY 1990, DoD operated 990 GFOQ, of which 137 were
located in the NCR. The GFOQ are managed by the Military
Department responsible for the installation on which the GFOQ are
located.

Objectives

The objectives of this audit were to:

o validate the cost of the renovation of Quarters 7, at
Fort Myer,

"o sample and validate costs of similar quarters, and

"o review the decision process on the need for and extent of
the improvements for GFOQ.

A total of $11.7 million was expended from FYs 1988 through 1990
for the 137 GFOQ within the NCR. We selected 12 (8.7 percent) of
the 137 GFOQ. Eight Army and Navy GFOQ were selected because
they had the highest average maintenance costs during the FYs
1988 to 1990 period. The four other GFCQ were specifically
mentioned in the complainant's allegations to Senator Nunn.
Approximately $3.0 million (25.3 percent of $11.7 million) was
expended on these 12 GFOQ during this time period. Our
evaluation included a review of all operation, maintenance, and
improvement records for each of the 12 GFOQ and a review of
related contracts.

This economy and efficiency audit was made from January 1991
through August 1992 in accordance with auditing standards issued
by the Comptroller General of the United States as implemented by
the Inspector General, DoD. Accordingly, the audit included such
tests of internal controls that were considered necessary. We
considered computer-generated data used in the performance of our
audit generally reliable. We compared the manual GFOQ annual
management reports to the automated data that Family Housing and
Civil Engineering Offices maintained. Materials that the Air
Force Family Housing Office purchased with a Government credit
card were added to the Civil Engineering automated data to
complete the comparison. The activities visited or contacted are
listed in Appendix B.
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iternal Controls

o evaluated internal controls related to the operation,
aintenance, and lmprcvement of GFOQ. We also evaluated the
aternal controls applicable to contracting procedures. Our
adit disclosed no material internal control deficiencies.

ther Rudita and flsiesw.

be General Accounting Office issued Report No. NSAID 90-241 (OSD
aRe No. 8285-A), *ArAy Housing Overcharges and Inefficient Use
f on-Base Lodging Divert Training Funds, 0 Septembor 1990. The
sport stated that some charges for transient quarters were used
0 provide expensive amenities to DVQ. The report recommended
hat the Secretary of the A-my provide more specific guidance to
osmanders on the types and quality of furnishings appropriate
or transient quarters. The Secretary of the Army agreed with
he recommendations and issued guidance to implement the
ecoumendations. The Office of the Inspector General, DoD,
eviewed the issued guidance; no additional follow-up review was
squired. i

he Office of the Assistant Inspector General for Departmental
nquirie., DoD, issued Report No. S90C00000066, *Abuse of
osition by Commanding Generals on Fort Irwin, California,"
ovember 7, 1990. The report stated that the former Commanding
eneral (prior to 1990) did not abuse his position in landscaping
ort Irwin by purchasing $50,000 in flora from his son's Boy
cout troop, and that the 1990 Commanding General did not abuse
is position by landscaping his quarters with a costly palm tree;
owever, the cost of the landscaping was not prudent.

he Office of the Assistant Inspector General for Departmental
nquiries, DoD, issued Report No. 90L-46827, wAllegations of
isconduct Involving Major General [Name Deleted], U.S. Army,"
ovember 8, 1990. The report stated that allegations of vaste of
oney by the major general to remodel his military quarters, to
onvart a post gymnasium to a skating rink, and to remodel the
ilitary quarters formerly used as the Comanding General's
esidence were unsubstantiated.

he Inspector General, Department of the Army (Inve -tigations
ivision), issued 1eport Nos. 28-90 and 90T47484, "Allegation
gainst Major Genral [Name Deleted], Commander 7th Infantry
ivision (ID) and Fort Ord,' October 19, 1990, and October 24,
990, respectively. Allegations that the major general used
overnment funds to refurbish his quarters, to refinish his
overnment office, to lease a minivan, to purchase Motorola
elephones, and to purchase sod for the Fort Ord Visitors' center
ere unsubstantiated.
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The Na' _ Audit Service issued "eport Mo. C12535, *Family housing
Program at Karine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, California,*
September 4, 1987. The Navae Audit Service identified inaccirate
reporting of grcund maintenancs costs for four general and
two senior officers' quarters and other unreported maintenance
costs for two jeneral officers' quarters in rYs i9115 and 1986.
The report recommended that the Commandant of the Marine Corps
direct that the base reduce its grounds maintenance costs for the
six quarters to a reasonable level, report all costs allocable to
the general officers' quarters, and a3sicn grounds care
respnr.sibility to occupantu of the senior officers' quarters.
The Commandant of the Marine Cnrps agreed to take t;ie reccmaended
actions. The report also recommended that the Marine Corps
establish discrete job order numvers for all maintenancu and
repairs to general officers' quarters, ensure that the reports
contain actual costs, and report all operations and maintenance
costs of vacant general officers' quarters. The base cozmuander
concurred and took corrective action.

Discussion

fmnagment costs for GFOO. Th. three cost categoriet, for
management of GFOQ comprise mainte ance and repair, operations,
and improvements.

o Maintenance includes preservation, repair, 3nd
restcration of real property so that the property ma*' be
effectively used for its designated purpose. Military
regvlationr define maintenance as repairs to the structure and
surrounding areas so as to preserve the Government's investment
in the quarters. The areas for repair include dwellings,
grounds, other real property, and exterior utilities.

o Operations are defined as those items and se-vices
that allow day-to-day residency in the unit, such as initial
acquisition, maintenance, and repair and replacement of
furniture, furnishings, and utility services. Congress kIrected
that maintenance and repair budgets on GFOQ that ex'eed $25,000
receive congressional approval through the annual budget
submitted by the Military Departments. There are no funding
limitations or reporting requirements for operations.

o Improvements are clAssified as alteratioas,
conversions, modernizations, additions, expansions, WAn
extensions that enhance, rather than repair, a facility or
system. Improvements must be planned, programmed, and included
in the annual budget submitted to Congress.

The policy of ts Military Departments is to maintain GFOQ in an.
excellent state of repair, commensurate with the rank of the
occupant and with the age and historic significance of the
facility. Regardless of the factors involved, the Military
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Departments should follow the prudent landlord concept in their
decisions on operating, maintaining, and improving GFOQ. This
concept dictates that a determination be made as to whether a
prudent landlord in the private sector would accomplish the
proposed action.

During our review, we concentrated on the amount of funds
expended on maintenance and repairs, operations, and
improvements. We evaluated the reasonab]laness of the
expenditures based on the criteria used ýr• each category and the
work justification. Military regulationsA state that work to be
performed on quarters must be planned. These plans should
include justification for the work whether it is for repairs,
improvement in efficiency, or cosmetic. The purpose, annual
cost, frequency, and other factors determine whether costs are
reported to Congress through budget submission. Certain
additional documentation must also be submitted for repair
projects exceeding $25,000. For example, if the 3-year average
repair costs exceed $25,000, an economic analysis is required.
The two categories of major repair projects are whole-house
projects and line item improvement projects.

!•g-9.ihq ise R-jet. Army Regulation 210-13 and OPWAVINST
11101.19D derine whole-house projects as a comprehensive project
for renewing, upgrading, modernizing, renovating, or
rehabilitating a dwelling unit by doing all required work
(maintenance, repair, or improvement) at one time.

Air Force Pamphlet (APP) 90-6 states that the purpose of a whole-
house project is to lower operation and maintenance costs and
provide a contemporary facility that will endure for the next
20 years.

Line itn imorov2eent DYOErgr (LII) grojects. The Army,
Navy, and Air Force regulations define LIIP projects as projects
that address specific components of a GFOQ, such as air
conditioning or kitchens or an area serving a GFOQ, (for example,
master utility metering or parking expansion). The line itez
are Ononwhole-housew projects that address deficiencies in design
criteria or established living standards that have evolved since
the dwelling unit was constructed or last improved.

Both AR 210-13 and AFP 90-6 require an economic analysis to
determine the best alternative, such as disposal, renovation, or

I/Army Regulation (AR) 210-13, "General/Flag Officers' Quarters
(GFOQs) and Installation Commander's Quarters (ICQ) Management,*
October 30, 1986; Chief of Naval Operations Instruction
(OPNAVINST) 11101.190, "Management of Flag and General officer
Quarters (F&GOQ's)," November 24, 1989; and Air Force Pamphlet

(AFP) 90-6, "The Operation and Management of General Officer
Quarters (GOQ)," October 2, 1989.



replacement, when operation and maintenance costs are
consistently above average. The recommendations accompanying the
analyses should discuss considerations given to noneconomic
factors, like size, location, and historic or architectural
significance. OPNAVINST 11101.19D requires that an economic
analysis be submitted in support of requested work when the
overage annual maintenance and repair costs over a 3-year period
exceed $25,000 or when a one-time maintenance and repair
expenditure exceeding $50,000 is requested.

In addition to the review of Quarters 7 at Fort Myer, we also
reviewed 11 more of the total 137 GFOQ in the NCR. Our sample
was made up of four GFOQ from each Military Department.

Deoartment of the ArMN. Three of the four GFOQ we reviewed
involved LIIP projects.

Quarters 7 at Fort Eyer. The actual expenditure for
FY 1990 was $199,591, which exceeded the congressionally approved
threshold of $196,010. Howvver, the excess was less than the
25-percent or $5,000 increase; therefore, the increases, approved
by the Department of Army, were acceptable. A large portior of
this expenditure ($159,257 or 80 percent) was for the replacement
of the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system.
The annual reports for Quarters 7 were accurate based on review
of service orders and material inspection and receiving reports.
Work requests were approved by appropriate housing and
engineerinr officials.

The justification for the replacement of the HVAC system was
attributable to high utility bills, numerous service calls, and
system inefficiency based on a study and evaluation of the
existing HVAC system. The Norfolk District, Corps of Engirneers,
prepared a study to determine the most " st-effective HVAC
replacement system.

Quarters 2 at Part Myer. The operation, maintenance,
and repair costs for FYs 1988 through 1990 totaled $256,037. Of
these costs, 77 percent ($196,489) was to replace the HVAC
system: to renovate two bathrooms: and to replace the chimney,
the front porch, and the rear porch. The work was properly
planned, was submitted as part of the annual budget, and was
accurately reported. Approval for the purchases was obtained
through appropriate contracting personnel, and costs did not
exceed the congressional approved amounts. An economic analysis
was performed to Justify replacement of the HVAC system. The
Secretary of the Army recommended 0*s system's replacement, and
Congress concurred with a revised FY i989 budget request. The
design, replacement, and administrative cost for replacing the
HVAC system was $131,761. The design and renovation cost f'r the
two bathrooms was $13,396 and was appropriately included in the
FY 1989 budget. The replacement of the chimney and the front and



rear porches ($51,332) wore individually reported in the original
1Y 1988 budget as exceeding the $25,000 maintenance and repair
threshold. However, an add-on Army budget was submitted to
increase the FY 1988 budget to accommodate this omission, which
was approved by the Army and Congress.

Quarters a at Fort Mc~air. The operation, maintenance,
and repair costs for FYs 1988 through 1990 totaled $131,435.
Repair projects included replacing the kitchen ceiling, painting
the interior, reupholstering furniture, purchasing kitchen
appliances, and repairing the roof. These projects accounted for
$61,040 (46 percent) of the expenditures on Quarters 8. The work
was properly planned, submitted as part of the annual budget, and
accurately reported. Approval for purchases was obtained through
appropriate contracting personnel, and costs did not exceed the
congressional approved amounts.

Quarters I at Fort Dolvoir. The operation,
maintenance, and repair costs for 7Ys 19S8 through 1990 tvtaled
$70,779. The only significant expense during this period was
$17,968 for furnishings. In FYs 1988 and 1989, costs for
furnishings totaled approximately $1,995 and $1,061,
respectively. However, during FY 1990, $14,912 was spent on
furnishings during a change of occupancy. All purchases for
furnishings were properly certified by appropriate housing or
finance management personnel and approved at the Directorate of
Engineering and Housing level, Army major command level, cr at
the Assistant Secretary of the Army level as appropr4ato.

DepartAent of the NoYn. Revitalization of the 7'-Q at the
Washington Navy Yard was being accomplished in three phases as
whole-house projects. Phase 1, which was completed, included
Quarters L, L1, M, R, 0, and F. Phase 2 is ongoing and includes
Quarters A, C, U, and G. Phase 3 includes Quarters B, D, E, N,
and V and is scheduled for future rehabilitation. The projects
include conversion from steam heating to gas heating, conversion
from individual air conditioning units to central air, removal of
asbestos, and preservation of historic features in the
facilitiz3. All phases were included in the annual budgets a&.d
had congressional approval.

We reviewed the four GFOQ in Phase 2. These units have been on
the National Register of Historic Places since 1973. The
rehabilitation of Quarters A and C was completed and did not
exceed congressionally approved funding limits. Quarters G and U
were under renovation at the time of our audit, and the projected
cost to complete the renovations was below funding limits. The
total costs for these units are follows:
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Total Costs for selected GIOQ lenowatIoms

Total Total Major
Quarters OQeration and Maintenance Costs Repair Cost
(Loocationl Z~f 1988 IL 1i89 ' 99" jQ19

A (Navy Yard) $4&,074 $45,920 $569,589 $543,600

C (Navy Yard) 16,936 9,188 435,435 426,900

G (Navy Yard) 22,511 11,549 344,149 335,600

U (Navy Yard) 32,937 16,000 409,768 386,200

Economic analyses were prepared for Quarters A, C, G, and U to
determine whether renovation or new construction was economically
preferred New construction was the preferred alternative for
Quarters A and U, and renovation was the preferred alternative
for Quarters C and G. However, since these units are historic,
none could k4 replaced with a new dwelling. Essential repairs
were made to the four quarters since deferral of critical repairs
would have resulted in increases in out-year maintenance, repair,
and utility costs.

DeOWa•ntat of the Air Force. Bolling APB initiated a phased
program of whole-house projects for six GFOQ in FY 1991 at an
estimated cost of $282,000 per house, six GFOQ in FY 1992 at an
estimated cost of $290,000 per house, and six GFOQ in FY 1993 at
an estimated cost of $299,000 per house. Boiling AFB also
planned to repair the interiors of six GFOQ in 1Y 1994 at an
estimated cost of $225,000 per house. The DoD Comptroller
Program Budget Decision (PBD) 321 recommended cancellation of the
FY 1991 Air Force projects, which reduced the Air Force budget
submission by $1.6 million. The PBD also directed the Air Force
to develop a lower-cost alternative to include only essential
efforts needed to maintain these housing units. The Air Force
stated that it had compared the planned projects with commercial
and similar DoD projects and found that its estimated costs were
in line with the work and scope at other installations.

we selected the four GFOQ (Quarters 25, 26, 27, and 31)
specifically mentioned in the allegations from Senator Nunn for
an indopth analysis. The operation, maintenance, and repair
costs for FYs 1988 through 1990 totaled $292,081 for the four
GFOQ reviewed indepth. We toured the four GFOQ, interviewed
responsible personnel, and reviewed supporting documentation.
Our review found no problem with the approval process or the

2/Includes FY 1990 total major repair costs.
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porting documentation for the renovation projects for the"e

Decisionmaking atuthorit. GFOQ renovation requirements are
orally defined by Government personnel rather than the
upant. We reviewed plans and projects that were based on
upant observations of problems, analyses of utilities costs to
,ermine necessity for system replacement, and items identified
'cugh joint walk-throughs prior to and during change of
upancy. The walk-throughs are normaiLy perforsed by personnel
m Family Housing, GFOQ Office (Bolling AIM only), engineering
sonnel, and the current and future occupants. The current
-upant has knowledge of problems that exist in the house, and
i future occupant has the opportunity to identify problems that
Let prior to taking up residence. This practice is allowed in
i private sector by any prudent landlord.

found that Government personnel controlled all items procured
I services performed on the GFOQ even if the initial suggestion
s provided by the occupant. All n-acessary paperwork was
nerated by Government personnel and signature approvals were
ven by Government personnel.

si IMa for yosts reiewed. Our review of the 12 GFOQ found
at maintenance projects addressed genuine needs, extended the
yes of the houses, and were properly planned and approved.
ng-range plans were developed for the GFOQ so that necessary
eration and maintenance could be accomplished in a prudent
nner. The Navy and Air Force attempted to accomplish
tole-house r.vitalization projects and comprehensive repair
ojects in order to extend the lives of the houses and reduce
iture operation and maintenance costs. A review of long-range
ans and whole-house revitalization projects indicated that
tjor improvements were plaiuied, and lower-cost alternatives were
-operly evaluated.

IS== of deoiago--N"Xin authority. We found no delegation
decisionmaking responsibilities given to spouses for GFOy at

ort Myer, Fort McNair, or Fort Belvoir. Overall, Government
krsonnel determined the need for improvements to GFOQ within the
R. At Washington Navy Yard and Bolling AFP, we found that
Ilpaper selections were influenced by spouses. At Bolling AF3,
te wallpaper cost an average of $2,000 for each home where
illpapering was accomplished at change of occupancy. Change of
:cupancy occurs on average of every 3 years. Therefore, the
illpaper selection represents only 3 percent of the naintenance
id repair threshold of $25,000 per year.

9
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IPIWNDZX A - L TZgt FROM SENAITOR RAM. DATED SEZl•lZT R 20. 199@

,WmMA v am~v a ,OOMt.0

Wu.&MM I, O'WA £0f eO"m ~I a~.9. .

OW.e. WW Amu ft am - - -.

nqlu

September 0, 1W

Donorabie Susan J. Crawford
Imelpctor General
DepertM of oefet e
40 rr= 2Navy Driv
Arliagvte. ve. 12202

Dear Inspse• Geoasal Cravfords

?brsdar* e V4elate•as Poet reported that the Am was
= emdinq $19110 to renovato Qu9rters 7 em Fort 31er tot use

t• Air Fog" Mif of Staff. I was surprised by the
zeperted oeet e, :eamevatlo and the asserotie tbht the taes
ef OeWLn• whAt improvements ane needed Is a functioe tiat
bhs bees delegated * to opouees.G

I wegold In for your Office to audit the oeet of
tezmsties nt Quarters 7 and a sample of otbte similar
qwartev. Your smut bhould include a determinatio of vbs
is respsm ble for detrminiAng tho voed for Improvements end
whether the Lap.,oVmMSD rar 9not oste&sive tAhe wsCOeas7.

If bm ha esy qu..tioas or sold 1like to discuss thus
sette further, pls. feool free to cell - or Er, lo-al at
$24-2627. rYhs rupest was discussed betwo n IU. Doyal and
sobers of your staff earlier.

Sincerely

lilliam V. Both, Jr.
United state ens""to

13
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Office of the Secretayv of !efense

Comptroller of the Department of Defense, Washington, DC
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations),

Washington, DC

DDartment of the Army

Headquarters, Army Military District of Washington, Fort McNair,
Washington, DC

Headquarters, Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, DC
Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, Engineering Activity

Capital Area, Procurement Support Branch, Cameron Station,
Alexandria, Virginia

Army Engineering and Housing Support Center, Fort Belvoir,
Alexandria, VA

Family Housing Office, Fort Belvoir, Alexandria, VA
Family Housing Office, Fort Myer, Arlington, VA

DeRartment of the Navy

Headquarters, Naval District of Washington,
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, DC

Navel Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria, VA
Visiting Flag Offic"., Washington Navy Yard, Washington, DC
Family Housing Office, Naval Station Anacostia, Washington, DC

Department of the Air Force

Headquarters, Air Force District of Washington,
Boiling APB, Washington, DC

Procurement Office, Andrews APB, Suitland, ND
General Officers' Quarters Office, Bolling AFB, Washington, DC
Air Force Non-Appropriated Fund Purchasing Office, Randolph AFB,

San Antonio, Texas

Non-DoD Federal Organizations

Permanent Senate Subcommittee on Investigations,
Committee on Governmental Affairs, Washington, DC

Office of the Honorable Senator William V. Roth, Jr., United
States Senate, Washington, DC

15

ý7 7 LAL



I•PUDx c - 3l109! DIM2UMXON

Office of the Secretary of Defense

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics)
Comptroller of the Department of Defense
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations)

Departient of the

Secretary of the Army
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and

Logistics)
Chief of Engineers, Army Corps of Engineers
Auditor General, Army Audit Agency
Inspector General, Department of the Army (Operations Division)

Department of the Navy

Secretary of the Navy
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management)
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and

Environment)
Comptroller of the Navy
Coumander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Auditor General, Naval Audit Service

Department of the Air Force

Secretary of the Air Force
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management

and Comptroller)
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Manpower, Rese-ve

Affairs, Installations and Environment)
Auditor General, Air Force Audit Agency

Non-DoD Activities and Individuals

Director, Office of Management and Budget

General Accounting Office, National Security and International
Affairs Division, Technical Information Center
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Non-DoD Activities and Individuals (cont'd)

Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of the Foleowing
Congressional Committees:

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
Senate Committee on Armed Services
Senate Committee on Governmentai Affairs
Senate Select Committee on intelligence
House Committee on Appropriations
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
House Committee on Armed Services
House Committee on Government Operations
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
House Subcommittee on Oversight and Evaluation, House

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligince
House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security,

Committee on Government Operations

The Honorable William !1. Roth, Jr., United States Senate
The Honorable Sam Nunn, United States Senate
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David K. Stonmsa, Director, Contract Manaqemnet Directorate
Wayne X. Ni11lio, AMdit Proqram Director
Carolyn R. Hilboarn, Audit Project Manager
John N. Delaware, Senior Auditor
Robert A. NcGriff, Auditor
Galfrid S. Orr, Auditor
Sean P. Ryen, Auditor


